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regulate prices, which is now impossible under tlie rule
of freedom of inter-state trade. ISTor is it unreasonable
that tie States should desire that in the process of con-
stitutional change their Parliaments should be con-
sulted at some stage, in lieu of leaving matters to the
federal Parliament and the electorate. It is clear from
the negative results of the referenda that the electors
cannot be educated sufficiently to pronounce effective
judgements in favour of change by this method of
action. The position might easily be improved by secur-
ing that projects should form the subject of State
government and Parliamentary consideration, so that
as far as possible the electors should be asked to pro-
nounce on proposals approved by the Commonwealth
and at least a majority of States.1
In one sphere reform is urgently necessary. The
States control intra-state shipping, the federation other
shipping, and collision and other navigation regula-
tions may be issued under State2 and federal3 power.
Nothing whatever is gained by conflicts on this score,
and a surrender of State authority seems clearly
requisite.4
1  See Holman, The Australian Constitution (1928). For other sugges-
tions see Keith, Journ. Comp. Leg. xiv. 114.
2  R. v. Turner; Marine Board of Health, Exparte, 39 C.L.R. 411.
3  Hume v. Palmer, 38 C.L.R. 441.
4  Latham, Australia and the British Commonwealth, pp. 101-5. For the
limitation of Commonwealth power see Owners of $.$. Kalibia v. Wilson
(1910), 11 C.L.R. 689; Newcastle and Hunter Eiver 8.8. Co. v. A.-G. for
the Commonwealth (1921), 29 C.L.R. 357.